BLM    LIBRARY 


88065571 


i 


O 

CO 

o 

LU 
O 

Li. 

o 

Q 
CC 

O 

o 

HI 

cc 


O 

CC 
Q_ 
Q_ 
< 

Z 

< 

_l 
Q. 


U.S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    THE    INTERIOR 
BUREAU    OF    LAND    MANAGEMENT 

LAS    CRUCES    DISTRICT    OFFICE 

BLM-NM-PT-84-0 18-4322 


LAS  CRUCES/LORDSBURG  RESOURCE  AREA 


RESOURCE  AREA  FOR  ENERGY  MWERALS  AND  ALL 
CHEMICAL  VEGETATION  TREATMENTS.  (DONA  ANA 
COUNTY  FOR  MESQUITE  TREATMENT  ONLY.) 

THREE  COUNTY  AREA  FOR  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT. 


• 


UT  '       CO         :  KA. 


AZ. 


NEW 
MEXICO 


>OK 


TX 


MEXICO 

MAP  LOCATION 


GENERAL  LOCATION  MAP 
LAS  CRUCES/LORDSBURG  RESOURCE  AREA 


SOURCE:  BLM  Las  Cruces  District  Files  1982 


IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO: 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


DISTRICT  OFFICE 
P.O.  Box  1420 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 


88004 


Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Plan  Approval  /Record  of  Decision  for  the  Las 
Cruces/Lordsburg  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendment/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (MFP  Amendment/EIS). 

The  best  information  available  and  public  opinion  were  used  in  arriving  at 
these  decisions.  Because  of  the  dynamic  nature  of  resource  management,  updates 
of  these  decisions  will  be  necessary  as  more  information  becomes  available  or 
public  needs  change. 

The  complete  Draft  and  Final  MFP  Amendment/EIS,  as  well  as  the  maps  and 
overlays  from  which  these  decisions  were  made,  are  available  in  the  Las  Cruces/ 
Lordsburg  Resource  Area  at  1705  North  Valley  Drive,  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico. 
Anyone  wanting  to  review  these  documents  is  welcome  to  do  so.  We  thank  you  for 
your  interest  and  involvement  in  the  planning  process. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Daniel  C.B.  Rathbun 
District  Manager 
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PLAN  APPROVAL/RECORD  OF  DECISION 

The  decision  for  the  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendment/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (MFP  Amendment/EIS)  is  as  follows: 

Energy  Minerals 

Energy  minerals  leasing  and  associated  exploration,  development,  production, 
and  abandonment  operations  will  be  allowed  within  the  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg 
Resource  Area  on  3,131,826  acres  with  no  special  restriction  or  stipulation 
required  other  than  those  required  under  the  standard  operating  procedures.  A 
total  of  675,979  acres  will  be  open  to  energy  minerals  leasing  subject  to 
special  stipulations.  The  remainder  of  the  Federal  mineral  estate  in  the 
Resource  Area,  9,956  acres,  is  not  open  to  leasing  (NOL). 

Range! and  Management 

The  range! and  management  program  will  concentrate  management,  rangeland 
developments,  and  vegetation  treatments  on  those  allotments  that  have  a  high 
potential  for  rangeland  improvement  and  resolution  of  resource  conflicts.  The 
initial  livestock  forage  allocation  will  be  mutually  agreed  upon  between  the 
permittees  and  BLM  and  could  be  up  to  preference.  If  adjustments  in  livestock 
numbers  are  found  to  be  necessary  through  the  monitoring,  decisions  would  be 
issued  stating  what  the  adjustments  would  be.  The  adjustments  would  be 
implemented  over  a  five-year  period  following  the  issuance  of  the  decision. 
Following  consultation  with  the  permittee,  BLM  will  establish  the  following: 

1.  proper  level  of  forage  utilization; 

2.  initial  stocking  rate; 

3.  the  kind  of  livestock  allowed; 

4.  the  period  of  use; 

5.  areas  to  be  excluded  from  livestock  grazing; 

6.  the  initial  allocation  of  forage  to  big  game  species. 
At  the  end  of  the  monitoring  period,  the  BLM  will  establish: 

1.  proper  stocking  rate; 

2.  grazing  treatments; 

3.  rangeland    developments    and    vegetation    treatments    necessary    to    properly 
manage  the  renewable  resources  of  the  Resource  Area. 

The  initial  livestock  forage  allocation  will  be  mutually  agreed  upon  between 
permittees  and  BLM  and  could  be  up  to  preference.  Total  preference  in  the 
Resource  Area  is  263,930  animal  unit  months  (AUMs).  The  initial  allocation 
for  big  game  is  1,917  AUMs.  In  the  long-term,  it  is  anticipated  that  257,402 
AUMs  of  forage  would  be  available  for  livestock  and  3,498  AUMs  for  big  game. 


Three  levels  of  grazing  management  will  be  implemented.  On  164  allotments, 
current  satisfactory  condition  will  be  maintained  (Category  M);  17  allotments 
will  be  managed  in  a  custodial  manner  while  protecting  existing  resources 
(Category  C);  and  management  and  rangeland  improvement  efforts  will  be 
concentrated  on  71  allotments  that  have  potential  for  improvement  and  where 
resource  conflicts  exist  (Category  I).  Ten  allotments  are  split  among  the 
three  categories.  Six  allotments  are  split  between  the  M  and  I  categories, 
and  four  allotments  are  split  between  the  C  and  I  categories. 

Activity  plans  will  be  prepared  to  resolve  conflicts  on  allotments  with 
riparian  areas,  proposed  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs), 
crucial  deer,  pronghorn,  ibex,  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat  as  well  as  areas 
where  threatened  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  are  known  to  occur. 

Proposed  rangeland  developments  will  include  construction  of  approximately  25 
dirt  tanks,  67  miles  of  pipeline,  47  drinking  troughs,  drilling  and  equipping 
11  wells,  1  cattleguard,  17  storage  tanks,  68  erosion  dikes,  55  miles  of 
fence,  and  4  umbrella  catchments.  Chemical  vegetation  treatments  will  include 
9,609  acres  of  mesquite  and  42,279  acres  of  creosote.  If  the  vegetation 
treatments  prove  satisfactory  and  economically  feasible,  the  actual  treatment 
acreage  will  be  increased  to  a  level  somewhere  between  the  Proposed  Action  and 
the  Maximization  of  Livestock  Forage  Production  Alternative.  The  actual 
acreage  will  be  developed  for  each  allotment  through  consultation  with  the 
permittee  and  other  interested  parties. 

Category  I  allotments  or  those  portions  of  allotments  in  the  I  category  will 
be  monitored  to  determine  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  and  the  effectiveness 
of  grazing  treatments,  vegetation  treatments,  and  rangeland  developments. 

A  Rangeland  Program  Summary  (RPS)  will  be  published  following  the  plan 
approval /record  of  decision  for  the  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg  MFP  Amendment/EIS. 
This  document  will  describe  the  grazing  management  strategy  by  allotment. 
Updates  will  be  prepared  annually  which  will  describe  the  decisions  and 
consultation  by  allotment  and  the  progress  made  since  the  writing  of  the  RPS. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs) 


Three  areas  are  designated  as  ACECs:  the  Gila  River  Lower  Box  Riparian  Area, 
the  Gila  River  Middle  Box  Wildlife  Area,  and  the  Organ  Mountains  Scenic  Area. 

The  decision,  as  stated  above,  is  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Plan  published  in 
the  Final  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg  MFP  Amendment/EIS. 

In  addition,  a  planning  document  which  gives  those  decisions  made  in  previous 
documents  for  the  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg  Resource  Area  is  available  for  review 
in  the  District  and  Area  Offices. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  AND  ANALYZED 

Proposed  Action 

The  Proposed  Action  is  identical  to  the  decision  for  the  Las  Cruces/Lordsburg 
MFP  Amendment/EIS  as  stated  above  with  the  following  exception: 


If  the  vegetation  treatments  prove  satisfactory  and  economically  feasible,  the 
actual  treatment  acreage  would  be  increased  to  a  level  somewhere  between  the 
Proposed  Action  and  the  Maximization  of  Livestock  Forage  Production 
Alternative.  The  actual  acreage  would  be  developed  for  each  allotment  through 
consultation  with  the  permittee  and  other  interested  parties. 

The  above  statement  was  not  a  part  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

No  Action  Alternative 

A  total  of  3,144,624  acres  would  continue  to  be  open  to  energy  minerals 
leasing  with  no  special  stipulations;  564,677  acres  would  continue  to  be  open 
with  special  stipulations;  and  108,460  acres  would  remain  Not  Open  To  Leasing 
(NOD. 

Existing  forage  allocations  would  be  maintained  at  the  present  preference  of 
263,930  AUMs  for  livestock  and  2,154  AUMs  for  wildlife.  Fifteen  allotments 
with  existing  Allotment  Management  Plans  would  be  managed  intensively  and 
monitored.  No  new  Bureau  initiated  rangeland  developments  or  vegetation 
treatments  would  be  implemented  in  direct  support  of  the  grazing  program. 
Range  Betterment  Funds  presently  used  for  rangeland  developments  would 
continue  to  be  expended. 

This  alternative  was  not  selected.  Several  areas  currently  NOL  did  not  have 
sufficient  justification  to  continue  in  that  status.  Other  areas  currently 
open  to  leasing  did  have  sufficient  justification  to  either  add  stipulations 
or  consider  NOL.  With  regard  to  Rangeland  Management,  this  alternative  did 
not  result  in  permanent  improvement  of  rangeland  condition. 

Maximization  (MAX)  of  Energy  Minerals  Leasing  and  Livestock  Forage 
Production  Alternative 

A  total  of  3,817,761  acres  of  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  open  to  energy 
minerals  leasing  with  no  special  restrictions  or  stipulations. 

An  intensive  program  of  rangeland  management  designed  to  achieve  maximum 
forage  production  for  livestock  would  be  initiated.  Chemical  vegetation 
treatments  would  be  implemented  on  412,951  acres  of  mesquite  and  462,816  acres 
of  creosote.  Mechanical  vegetation  treatments  on  5,230  acres  of  creosote, 
mixed  desert  shrub,  and  tarbush  also  would  be  implemented.  Proposed  rangeland 
developments  include  construction  of  49  dirt  tanks,  224  miles  of  pipeline,  145 
drinking  troughs,  drilling  and  equipping  46  wells,  4  cattleguards,  48  storage 
tanks,  94  erosion  dikes,  and  4  umbrella  catchments. 

Categorization  of  allotments,  the  initial  stocking  rates,  and  needed 
adjustments  would  be  the  same  as  under  the  PA.  Under  the  worst  case  situation 
in  the  short-term,  a  lower  level  of  grazing  use  on  Category  I  allotments  of 
213,286  AUMs  for  livestock  would  be  analyzed.  An  initial  allocation  of  1,917 
AUMs  for  big  game  would  also  be  analyzed.  In  the  long-term,  297,765  AUMs  of 
forage  would  be  available  for  livestock  and  3,512  AUMs  for  big  game. 


This  alternative  was  not  selected  for  the  Energy  Minerals  issue  because  of  the 
impacts  to  other  resource  values. 

This  alternative  was  not  adopted  in  its  entirety  for  the  Rangeland  Management 
issue  because  the  required  expenditures  would  exceed  long-term  benefits. 
However,  the  selected  management  strategy  would  include  increased  levels  of 
rangeland  improvements  and  vegetation  treatments  that  would  fall  somewhere 
between  that  proposed  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  MAX  Alternative  to  be 
determined  on  an  allotment-by-allotment  basis. 

Enhancement  of  Other  Resource  Values  (EORV)  Alternative 

A  total  of  3,119,682  acres  would  be  open  to  energy  minerals  leasing  with  no 
special  restrictions  or  stipulations;  680,914  acres  would  be  open  with  special 
stipulations;  and  17,165  acres  would  be  NOL. 

Initial  stocking  rates,  needed  adjustments,  and  chemical  vegetation  treatments 
would  be  the  same  as  under  the  PA.  Under  the  worst  case  situation  in  the 
short-term,  livestock  grazing  would  be  reduced  50  percent  from  the  PA  on 
449,614  acres  of  rangeland  in  poor  ecological  condition,  25  percent  on  828,980 
acres  in  fair  ecological  condition,  and  eliminated  on  12,921  acres  of  riparian 
habitat  in  poor  or  fair  ecological  condition  or  watersheds  in  critical  or 
severe  erosion  classes.  Forage  allocations  under  the  worst  case  situation 
would  be  155,319  AUMs  for  livestock.  Initial  allocations  for  big  game  would 
be  1,917  AUMs.  In  the  long-term,  228,530  AUMs  of  forage  would  be  available 
for  livestock  and  3,498  AUMs  for  big  game.  Rangeland  developments  would  be 
constructed  as  under  the  PA  with  the  addition  of  7.75  miles  of  fence  to 
protect  riparian  habitat  and  watersheds  in  critical  or  severe  erosion 
condition  classes. 

This  alternative  was  found  to  be  the  most  environmentally  preferable 
alternative.  It  was  not  adopted  because  the  justification  for  other  resource 
values  was  not  sufficient  to  restrict  energy  minerals  and  because  of  the 
adverse  social   and  economic  impacts  caused  by  the  reduction  of  livestock. 

Elimination  of  Livestock  Grazing  (ELG)  Alternative 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  eliminated  on  1,624,090  acres  of  public  land,  and 
263,930  AUMs  of  grazing  preference  would  be  cancelled.  No  new  grazing  systems 
would  be  implemented,  and  existing  AMPs  would  be  cancelled.  No  rangeland 
developments  and  vegetation  treatments  would  be  implemented  or  maintained 
unless  needed  for  other  BLM  activities  such  as  wildlife  and  watershed. 
Rangeland  developments  that  serve  no  useful  purpose  would  be  removed  from 
public  land. 

This  alternative  was  not  adopted  because  of  the  severe  social  and  economic 
impacts.  The  limited  improvement  in  rangeland  condition  would  not  justify  the 
action. 


MANAGEMENT  CONSIDERATIONS 

The  rationale  for  the  Decision  is  as  follows: 

Energy  Minerals 

The  availability  of  energy  minerals  is  a  high  national  priority;  however,  not 
to  the  exclusion  of  other  resource  values.  The  development  of  energy  minerals 
is  important  to  the  local  economy.  The  plan  has  a  limited  number  of 
restrictions  while  opening  other  areas  to  energy  minerals  leasing  previously 
NOL  or  restricted.  These  restrictions  include  many  already  in  existence 
because  the  need  to  protect  those  resources  is  still  valid. 

Range! and  Management 

Through  consultation  with  the  permittee  and  monitoring  the  BLM  will  be  able  to 
determine  an  initial  stocking  rate,  grazing  treatments,  rangeland 
developments,  and  vegetation  treatments.  The  management  categories  help 
concentrate  management  and  rangeland  development  efforts  on  those  allotments 
that  have  a  good  potential  for  improvement  and  resolution  of  conflicts. 

Rangeland  developments  will  be  needed  to  achieve  better  livestock  distribution 
patterns,  to  improve  rangeland  conditions,  and  to  protect  areas  which  have 
high  values  for  other  resources.  Vegetation  treatments  will  be  needed  to 
remove  competing  undesirable  shrubs. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

ACEC  designations  are  proposed  to  protect  riparian,  wildlife,  and  scenic 
values.  The  areas  proposed  for  the  Gila  Lower  Box  and  Organ  Mountains  ACECs 
are  within  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  recommended  suitable  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Assessment  for  WSAs  in  the  Las  Cruces  District  (March  1 983 ) . 
The  findings  of  the  wilderness  study  will  lead  to  recommendations,  through  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  President,  to  Congress.  Only  Congress  has 
the  authority  to  designate  public  land  as  wilderness. 

There  is  one  known  inconsistency  between  the  Proposed  Plan  and  officially 
approved  and  adopted  resource  related  policies  and  programs  of  other  Federal 
agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  and  Indian  tribes. 

The  designation  of  the  Gila  Lower  Box  Riparian  and  Gila  Middle  Box  Wildlife 
ACECs  could  adversely  impact  Bureau  of  Reclamation  plans  involving  a  storage 
structure  at  the  Conner  dam  site  on  the  Gila  River.  A  feature  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP)  was  to  provide  New  Mexico  18,000  acre-feet  of  CAP  water 
This  action  would  not  be  consistent  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation  plans  and 
studies  in  progress  and  state  and  local  government  policies  with  regard  to  the 
authorized  feature  of  the  CAP.  However,  the  powersite  withdrawals  are 
recognized  as  being  valid  existing  rights.  If  these  rights  are  exercised  to 
use  the  area  for  powersites  and  related  purposes,  the  management  objectives  of 
the  ACECs  would  be  subordinate  to  these  existing  rights. 


MITIGATION 

All  practicable  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental  harm  have  been 
adopted  through  use  of  Standard  Operating  Procedures  as  described  in  the  Draft 
Las  Cruces/Lordsburg  MFP  Amendment/EIS. 

MONITORING,  EVALUATION,  AND  ADJUSTMENT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  plan  will  be  evaluated  at  5-year  intervals  to  determine  whether  there  has 

been  significant  change  in  the  related  plans  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State 

or  local  governments,  or  Indian  tribes,  or  whether  there  is  new  data  of 
significance  to  the  plan. 

Data  from  monitoring  studies  will  be  used  to  determine  the  livestock  grazing 
capacity,  the  effectiveness  of  the  grazing  treatments,  and  the  effectiveness 
of  the  vegetation  treatments  and  rangeland  developments.  Permittees  and  the 
Target  Group  would  be  contacted  and  informed  of  the  procedures  which  would  be 
used  prior  to  initiating  the  monitoring  studies  and  would  be  invited  to 
participate  in  the  process. 

As  a  minimum,  the  monitoring  studies  would  be  designed  to  collect  data  on 
actual  livestock  use,  wildlife  use,  degree  of  key  forage  species  utilization, 
climatic  conditions,  and  rangeland  ecological  condition  and  trend.  Proper 
forage  utilization  would  vary  depending  on  the  key  forage  species  and  season 
of  use;  however,  in  no  instance  would  it  be  more  than  60  percent  of  the 
current  year's  growth. 

All  allotments  proposed  for  Category  I  would  be  monitored  (see  Appendix  F-2, 
Proposed  Management  Categories  by  Allotment).  The  number  and  frequency  of 
studies  per  allotment  would  be  determined  by  local  conditions  and  BLM's 
budgetary  constraints.  The  allotments  proposed  for  Categories  M  and  C  would 
be  inspected  periodically  to  determine  if  the  principal  objectives  are  being 
met. 

The  detailed  techniques  to  be  used  in  the  monitoring  studies  would  vary 
depending  on  the  data  needed.  The  following  techniques  or  variation  thereof 
would  be  used  to  collect  data  for  each  critical  element: 

1.  Actual  use 

a.  Livestock  counts 

b.  Wildlife  counts  or  pellet  transects  by  habitat  areas 

c.  Actual  use  cards  supplied  by  operator 

2.  Utilization  of  key  forage  species 

a.  Portable  cages 

b.  Permanent  transects 

c.  Temporary  transects 


3.  Climatic  conditions 

a.  Rain  gauges 

b.  U.S.  Weather  Bureau  statistics 

4.  Range! and  condition  and  trend 

a.  Exclosures 

b.  Permanent  photo  points 

c.  Vegetation  composition  and  production  transects 

d.  Browse  utilization  transects 

Adjustments  in  livestock  numbers  due  to  drought  or  other  emergencies  would  be 

accomplished  under  existing  regulations  and  BLM  Manual   Section  4111.4 

guidelines.  Monitoring  studies  would  also  be  designed  to  measure  wildlife 
populations  and  browse  utilization. 

If  monitoring  shows  the  management  objectives  are  not  being  met,  the  cause 
would  be  determined  and  corrective  actions  would  be  taken.  In  allotments 
where  monitoring  shows  an  overall  increase  in  forage  production,  additional 
livestock  use  may  be  authorized  consistent  with  other  resource  needs.  The 
change  in  grazing  use  would  be  authorized  as  temporary  until  monitoring 
studies  confirm  the  change  on  a  sustained  basis.  If  intensive  studies 
indicate  additional  perennial  vegetation  is  available,  then  consideration  will 
be  given  to  an  increase  in  permanent  livestock  numbers  consistent  with  other 
resource  needs. 

During  periods  of  drought  (documented  by  precipitation  data)  or  other 
emergencies  such  as  fire,  adjustment  in  livestock  numbers  would  be  made  to 
protect  the  vegetation  and  soil  resources.  Whenever  adjustments  are  needed, 
the  permittees  would  be  contacted  and  an  attempt  would  be  made  to  arrive  at 
mutually  agreed  upon  adjustments.  If  this  were  not  possible,  needed 
adjustments  would  be  put  into  effect  by  BLM  decision. 
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